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This is the declaration contained i
States to Great Britain, which co\

ence with American trade since tlx
and which was made public here t

notice that the government of the
any curtailment of its rights as a r

c^nce, suffer further subordination
Secretary Lansing has Instructed Am- Jbaesador Page, to whom the note was

ent by special messenger for delivery
to the British foreign office, "to impressmost earnestly" upon the British
government that the United States
"must insist that the relations between
it and his majesty's government be
governed, not by a policy of expe-
dlency, but by those established rules
of international conduct to which Great
Britain in the past has held the United
States to account when the latter na-

tion was a belligerent engaged in a

struggle for national existence."

Champions Neutral Bights.
Declaring the United States "unhesitatinglyassumes" the task of championingthe integrity of neutral rights,

the note proclaims that the American
government will devote Its energies to
the task, exercising always an impartialattitude.
Heretofore Americans whose cargoes

destined to neutral countries have been
seized on the high seas and delayed or
confiscated have been advised to exhaustlegal remedies abroad before
asking the United States government
to seek reparation. Now, this note
says, the government "feels that it
cannot reasonably be expected to adviseits citizens to seek redress hefore
tribunals which are in its opinion unauthorizedbv the unrestricted applicationof inte national law to grant reparation,nor to refrain from presenting
their claims directly to the British
government through diplomatic chan
nels."
Since the United States does not recognizethe existence of a legal blockade,Americans may look to their governmentfor protection In the shipment

of non-contrabarid cargoes not only to
neutral countries contiguous to belligerents.but directly to or from the
enemies of the allies.
The note, nearly 15,000 words in

length, was made public by agreement
between the State Department and the
British foreign office, it carries with it
a voluminous appendix, giving the text
of American naval instructions issued
in 1802 and a summary and table showinghundreds of vessels detained by
British authorities since the beginning
of the present war.
The body of the note is divided Into

thirty-five points, dealing with all
phases of the contraband question, seizuresand detentions, prior to, as well as
after, the so-called blockade was instituted.and announces that a separatecommullcatlon will be sent soon dealingparticularly with the "propriety and
right of the British government to In-
elude in their list of contraband of war
certain articles which have been so in-
eluded."

Methods Not Justified.
In conclusion, after an argument on

the law and facts, Secretary Lansing
tays:
"1 believe It has been conclusively

shown that the methods sought to be
employed by Great Britain to obtain
and uso evidence of enemy destination
of cargoes bound for neutral ports and
to Impose a contraband character uponsuch cargoes are without Justification;that the blockade, upon which such
methods re partly founded, is ineffective,illegal and indefensible; that the
judicial procedure offered as a means
of reparation for an international in-
Jury is inherently defective for the
purpose; and that in many cases Jurlr-
diction is asserted in violation of the
law of nation?. The United States,therefore, <annot submit to the curtail-
merit of its neutral rights to these
measures, which are admittedly retal-
iatory, arid therefore illegal, in conceptionand in nature, and intended to
punish the enemies of Great Britain
for alleged illegalities on their part,
The United States might not he in a
position to ohje t to them If its inter-
ests and the interests of all neutrals
were unaffected by them, hut, beingaffected. It cannot with complacencesuffer fnrthc.- subordination of its
rights and interests to the plea that
the exceptional geographic position of
the enen.p-s of Great Britain requires or
justifies oppressive and illegal practices.

Rejects Policy of Expediency.
"The government of the United States

desires, therefore, to impress most ear-
uestly upon his majesty's government
that It must insist that the relations!
b«ween it and his majesty's govern-
ment he governed, not by a policy of
expediency, hut by those established
rules of international conduct upon
which Great Britain In the past has
held the United States to account when
the latter nation was a belligerent engagedin a struggle for national existence.It is of the highest importance
to neutrals not only of the present day,
hilt of the future, that the principles
of International right he maintained
unimpaired.
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United States cannot submit to
leutral and cannot, "with complaofits rights and interests.''
of neutral rights, which have received the
sanction of the civilized world against
the lawless conduct of belligerents arisingout of the bitterness of the great conflictwhich is now wasting the countries
of Europe, the United States unhesitatinglyassumes, and to the accomplishment of
that task it will devote its energies, exercisingalways that impartiality which
from the outbreak of the war it has
sought to exercise in its relations with
the warring nations."
The note is dated October 21, and acknowledgesthe notes of the British governmentdated January 7, February 10,

June 22, July 23, July 31 (two), August 13,
and a note verbale of the British embassy
of August 6, all of which relate to restric-
tions upon American commerce. The
United States says at the outset that it
lias delayed answering these notes in the
hope that the announced purpose of Great
Britain "to exercise their belligerent right
with every possible consideration for the
interests of neutrals," and of causing "the
least possible amount of inconvenience to
persons engaged in legitimate trade"
would in practice not unjustifiably infringeupon the neutral rights of Americancitizens.

"It is therefore a matter of regret,"
says the note, "that this hope has not
been realized, but that, on the contrary,
interferences with American ships and
cargoes destined In good faith to neutral
ports, and lawfully entitled to proceed,
have become increasingly vexatious, causingAmerican shipowners and American
merchants to complain to this government
of the failure to take steps to prevent an
exercise of belligerent power in contraventionof their just rights. As the measurescorpplained of proceed directly from
orders issued by the British government,
are executed by British authorities, and
arouse a reasonable apprehension that if
not resisted they may be carried to an
extent even more injurious to American
interests, this government directs the attentionof his majesty's government tothe following considerations:

c .J. J
j. uiuia ouxixxuax x^ea.

Here follow In numbered paragraphs
the points made by the United States.
Summarized they are:

(1) The statistics presented by Great
Britain to prove an Increase rather
than a decrease in American trade
"fall to take into account the increased
price of commodities resulting from a
state of war or to make any allowance
for the diminution in the volume of
trade which the neutral countries in
Europe previously had with the nations
at war."
(2) Detentions by Great Britain have

not been "uniformly based on proofs
obtained at th^ time of seizure, but
many vessels have been detained while
search was made for evidence." The
question has been one of "evidence to
support the belief of.In many cases a
bare suspicion of.enemy destination,
or occasionally of enemy origin of the
goods involved."
(3) Attention Is directed with regard

to search of neutral vessels at sea to
the instructions issued to the naval
commanders of the United States,
Great Britain, Russia, Japan, Spain,
Germany and France from 1888 to the
beginning of tho present war to show
"that search in port was not contemplatedby the government of any of
these countries."

(4) An examination of the opinion
of the most eminent text writers on
the laws of nations shows "that they
give practically no consideration to the
question of search in port outside of
examination ir. the course of regular
prize court proceedings."

(5) Answering the assertion of Great
Britain that the position of the United
States in relation of search at sea is
inconsistent with Its practice during
the civil war, the note says this Is
based upon a "misconception." A carefulsearch of the records "shows conclusivelythat there were no Instances
when vessels were brought into port
for search prior to Instituting prize
court proceedings," and that captures
were not made upon other grounds than
evidence found on the ship under investigation,and not upon clroumstanes
ascerta'ned from external sources." It
is here that Secretary Uansing appends
a ropy of the Instructions Issued to
American naval officers on August 18,
1862.

Rule Relating to Inspections.
<6) In answer to the British contentionthat conditions relating to the

size and seaworthiness of modern carriersJustify bringing vessels Into port
there is cited the report of a board of
[United States naval experts. Just made,
in which it is declared that it is not
necessary to remove "every package of
a 8flip'8 cargo" to establish the characterand nature of her trade; that thefacilities for boarding and inspection
of modern ships are, In fact, greater
than in former times, and that to permitships to be taken Into port "would
be a direct aid to the belligerents concernedin that It wolild release a belligerentvessel overhauling- the neutral
from Its duty or' search and set it free
for further belligerent operations."

(7, 8 and 9) These discus;s the qustlon

new procedures in the prize courts, the 1
effect of which, the United States complains,is "to subject traders to risk of
loss, delay and expense so treat and
so burdensome as to practically destroymuch of the export trade of the
United States to neutral countries of
Europe."

(10, 11) These discuss the question
of the hurdpn of nroof an to the lion-
contraband of goods consigned "to or-

der."' the United States arguing that;'
none of the cases cited by (treat Britainproves that the burden of proof can
rightly be made to rest upon the 4

claimants.
(12) The greatly increased imports

of neutral countries adjoining Great
Britain's enemies "cannot be accepted ci
as laying down a just or legal rule of h
evidence" that commodities are des- t
tined for re-exportation to the belliger- t
ents. Such a rule, it is argued. "off< rs e

too groat opportunity for a: use by the <

belligerents" and is oposed" to these p
fundamental principles of justice w hich o

are the foundation of the jurisprn- b
dence of the United States and Great o

Britain." h

Increase in British Exports. <1
s

(IS) Attention Is directed to the fact
that Great Britain admits that lier exportsto neutral countries have also ma- n

terially increased since the present war F

began. "Thus Great Britain," says the

note, "concededFy shares -in creating a
a

condition which is relied upon f/s a suf- a
flcient ground to justify tlie intercep- fl
tion of American goods destined to neu- H

tral European ports. If British ex- s
ports to those ports should be still fur- h
ther increased, it. is obvious that under s

the rule of evidence contended for by t>

the British government the presump- p
TlOTl or t'lK'lliy (iceuiirtuvii <"UIM --IT»liedto a greater number *>f American s

cargoes, and American trade would suf- v

fer to the extent that British trade ben- p
ofited by the increase. Great Britain c

cannot expect, the United States to submitto such manifest injustice or to n

permit the rights of its citizens to be r
so seriously impaired." (j
(11) Whatever may he the conjee- ,

turnl conclusions drawn from trade sta- *.
tistics. tire United States "maintains
the right to sell goods into the general }
stock of a neutral country, and de- {
nounces as illegal and unjustifiable any v
attempt of a belligerent to interfere
with that right on the ground that it
suspects that the previous supply of i
such goods in the neutral country which t

the imports renew or replace has been a

sold to an' enemy. That is a matter r

with which the neutral vendor has no g
concern and which can in no way affect
his rights of trade. Moreover, even if g

goods listed as conditional contraband
are destined to an enemy country t

through a neutral country, that fact is h
not in itself sufficient to justify their t
seizure." ii

(15) In view of these considerations, t

the United States announces that it k
has no other course but "to contest n

seizures of vessels at sea upon conjee- h
turnl suspicion and the practice of t
bringing them into port for the purpose,by search or otherwise, of obtain- p
ing evidence," and adds that "relying g
upon the regard of the British govern- u
merit for the principles of justice so a

frequently and uniformly manifested p
prior to the present war, this govern-
ment anticipates that the British gov'crnment wi 1 instruct their officers to P
refrain from these vexatious and illegal '*

practices."
(16) Directing particular attention n

to the so-called "blockade measures" v

imposed by the order in council of '*

March 11. the British note of July 23,
*

last, is cited to confirm the intention J1
"to establish a blockade." After over
six months' application of the blockade £
order, the note says, "the experience of ^
American citizens has convinced the
government of the United .States that

L

Great Britain has been unsuccessful in
her efforts to distinguish between s

enemy and neutral trade." d
n

Harassing to Neutrals. t

(17) The practice of requiring a l;
consignor to prove that his shipments t
are not bound to an enemy of Great v

Britain, even when articles are on the
"

embargo list of the neutral country to
which they are destined, is character- f
ized as "harassing to> neutral traedrs." jf
(l») While the United States pov- j vernment "was at first inclined to view s

with leniency the British measures a
which were termed in the correspond- s
ence,. but not in the order in council of v
March 11, 'a blockade,' because of the v
assurances of the British governmenj o
that inconvenience to neutral trade '

would be minimized by the discretion
left to the courts in the application of tthe order in council and by the in- vstructions which it was said would be aissued to the administrative and other aauthorities having to do with the cxe- f)cution of the so-called 'blockade' n
measures, this government is now aforced to the realization that its ex- (pectations,which were fully set forth r,in its note of March 30, were based on f
a misconception of the intentions of nthe British government. Desiring to Cavoid controversy and in the expecta- ntlon that the administration of the or- f
der iri council would conform to the c
established rules of international law, cthis government has until now reservedthe question of the actual validity of
the order in council of Mar^h 11, in sowfar as it is considered by the govern- fment of Great Britain to establish ablockade within the meaning of thati,
term as understood In the law and I vpractices of nations; but in the clrcum- fj(stances now developed it feels that it w
can no longer permit the validity ofthe alleged blockade to remain unchallenged."
(19) Pointing out that in accordancewith the declaration of Paris in 1856, ^the effectiveness of a blockade is H"manifestly a question of fact," the "fUnited States says It is "common eknowledge that the German coasts are \open to trade with the Scandinavian rcountries." The recent placing of cottonon the British list of contraband is jspoken of as making It appear "that the jBritish government themselves have rbeen forced to the conclusion that the tblockade is ineffective tc prevent ship- vments of cotton from reaching their 0enemies, or else that they are doubtful *

as to the legality of the form of blockadewhich they have sought to maintain."S
Blockade Must Be Impartial. '

(20) Decisions are cited to show that £it is an essential principle, universally Haccepted, that a blockade must apply j.
impartially to the ships of all nations, e
and it is added that "if belligerents
themselves trade with blockaded ports" c
the principle in the past has been that t
they cannot be regarded as effectively s

blockaded. These decisions are referred *

to "since it is a matter of common r
knowledge that Great Britain exports r'
and re-exports large quantities of mer- 1
chandise to Norway, Sweden, Denmark r
and Holland, whose ports, so far as f
American commerce is concerned, she r
regards as blockaded." I
(21) The principles of the laws of nations,which forbid the blockade of neutr:»1 ports in time of war, embodied in '

that part of the declaration of London *
adopted by Great Britain as to block- 1
ade, are discussed, and several deel- 1
sions of the British prize courts prior t
to the present war as well as the Mata- A

moras cases in the American Civil war r

are recalled to support the contention 1

of the United States.
(22) Measured by "the three universallyconceded tests, the present

British measures cannot be regarded as
vconstituting a blockade, in law, in practiceor in effect."

(23) Formal notice is given that the
"blockade" which Great Britain "claims
sto have instituted under the order in tcouncil of March 11, cannot be recognizedas a legal blockade by the United
States."
(24) The British view of the famous .

Springbok case before the outbreak of
the present war is cited to support the
American contentions. j

Modes of Judicial Hedress. '

f25 to 35. inclusive! These deal I

haustlvely with the modes of judicial
redress for citizens of neutral countriesand reach certain general conclusions."The government of the
United States," the note says, "has
viewed with surprise and concern the
attempt of his majesty's government
to confer upon the British prize courts
jurisdiction by this illegal exercise of
force in order that these courts may
apply t\> vessels and cargoes of neutralnationalities seized on the high
seas municipal laws and orders which
can only rightfully be enforcible within
the territorial waters of Great Britain,
or against vessels of British rfationalitywhen on the high seas.

i

fhe United States government fee
hat it cannot reasonably be expect
o advise its citizens to seek redrr
>efore tribunals which are, in its opi
on, unauthorized by the unrestrict
implication of international law
rrant reparation, nor to refrain fro
resenting their claims directly to t
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Nfw Vork Hern Id: "Not bv a poli
f expediency, Mr. f.ansing urges, b
V the established rules of intern
ional conduct should the relations 1>
ween the two governments be go
rued. Upon inter- at ional law, as th
xisted, before the qutbr.ak of t'
resent world conflict, trie governme
f the United States rests its eas»\
ehalf of what it holds to l>t- the righ
f neutral commerce it will bring
ear the full strength of its diplomac
'or fullest reparation for the da nun
one to American commerce it will
ist with all its strength."
Now Yorker Slants Zeitimg: "A ve
lear argument, free from all sent
mentality, businesslike, convincir
hit it does not contain the slight.e
int as to what our government intern
r> do should (Treat. Rritain sa y
nswer; 'We are of a different opinio
ml then proceed, without further ad
r» continue the practices, called illeg
nd unwarranted, 'to which the Unit.'
tntes can no longer submit.' We shr
ave to exercise patience and wait
ee whether England will condeseei
r> 'instruct its officers' to ceafee t'
twless methods heretofore practice

* * Probably we. shall be able
ubmit a hill for damages after t
,*ar. and that seems to he the only pu
ose of thmse diplomatic writing exe
ises."
New York Sunt "The note, in t

irogress and its marshaling of et
once and precedents, reflects exact
American sentiment and describes a
nrately American purpose. We sta:
pon tlie law and demand that Gre
iritain shall obey that Jaw; and
his the administration only expresses t
till of the American people."'
NoW York World: "On such a sho^

tig of outrage as is here made, t
enns of the. Ameri an protest, whi
,re lawyerlike throughout, must
egarded as exceedingly temperate.
ain a military advantage more or le
mportnnt Great Britain has become
rievous offender against its own chc
shed principles, against several
he small nations of Kurope which
as assumed to champion and again
he best and most powerful friend th
t has among the neutrals of the cart
t has not killed Americans; it h
rilled American rights. It has do
tore than seize American property;
as seized the opportunity thus wa
only gained to extend its own trai
* * * If even a gleam of sense e:
enetrate Downing street, the Briti
overnrnent must soon perceive th
irtless it changes its methods its ov
ccountants will have something to
resently."

York .Journal of ('oirnncroe: "I
oint is left uncovered and no dou
ernains about the position of t
"nited States, so far as questions
ational right jare concerned and
/hat has hitherto been recognized ai
cknowledgecl as international la

* * 31 seems lo be a question nc
ow far the belligerents may consid
hat it will serve their ends in oo
noting the war or in making peace
recp on friendly terms with the Unit
tates. That appears to be the que
ion now presented to Great Britain."
Boston .Journal: "Mr. Lansing h
taled America's case well, and in
oing has spoken for every neutr
ation on earth. We have outlaw
he British blockade, condemned t
'.ritish policy of annulling internation
u.w. if we fail to bring Britain ba<
o a place within the established co
,*e riot only incur the enmity of Ge
lany, hut we invite the distrust ai
he contempt of all other neutrals."
IIiiNton Advertiser: "The note slat
he American case very strongly, lit
or that matter, so- did the note whi'
iras first sent to Great Britain on tt
ante subject many months ago. A:
t intervals the United States has be
aying the same thing very logical!
ery powerfully, very urgently.ai
vithout any perceptible effect that ai
'in: van note in cnauging me J>riii
tolicy.''
Springfield (Mass.) Union: "Our no
o Great Britain on her interferen
;ith our commerce is as strong
ny note we have sent to Germany
ccount of that nation's violation
ur acknowledged right under into
ational law. It is the most effecti
nswer that could l>e made to t
harge that we have one kind
leutrality for Ungiami and anoth
or Germany, although the purpose w
:ot to disprove that charge. * *

)ur position as a neutral reoogniz
o expediency as affording justificati
or the abandonment of those pri
uples of international law that gove
ivilized nations."
Springfield Vtepubllean: "Our gover
nent's neutrality requires it to play
avorites. The President has succes
ully fought out with Germany t
ssue of submarine warfare in its i
ation to rights of neutral non-coi
atants. Most bitterly has he be
enounced by German sympathize
or favoring Great Britain. It is pt
ible that now he will be denounc
vith equal bitterness by British syi
iathizers.
"It is unmistakably the Presiden

lesire and policy to be even-handed,
tand steadfastly for the principle th
f neutrals have rights which belligo
nts are bound to respect, not o

>elligerent, but all belligerents, sh
espect them.
"Such issues of trading rights as a
nvolved in the controversy with Gre
Jritain cannot conceivably lead to a

upture of friendly relations betwe
he two countries. The diploma
earning sent to Bondon cannot be i

;arded as disquieting, although the
a iron in it."

I/ervlwtfm (Me.) Son: "The liber
Secretary Bansing is insisting on is t
reedom of the seas that has been lo
stablished and insisted on by Kngla
terself. Kn gland is setting up a n<

:ind of blockade and a new method
search for contraband. The Unit
Itates is insisting on her old establis
:d neutral rights."
Hurling ton (Vt.) Free Press: "If i

:ould be assured that the administr
ion would insist upon immediate c«

ation of this unwarranted interferon
vith our commerce we might overloheintolerable delay in demanding t

ecognition of American rights and t
reedom of the commerce of the. pe
>le of tho BTnited States from unwa

anted interference. What we have
ear is the continuation of this intc
ninable argument instead of an e

tress order to Kngland to 'stop it/ "

Hartford (Conn.) Cournnt: "The nc

s firm without being denunciatory,
s a strong and logical affirmation
»-«. »-(,.-v, o r>r>i11t*si 1 rrountrtes to mai
ain tho freedom of the seas amoi

hf-mselves in time of war.rigfc
vliich Great Britain has recklessly d:
egarded under the plea of her o\

leocssities."
Loncll (Maw.) Oonrler-Cltiz«
"While we recognize the necessity

aking the position set forth In the no
re must, nevertheless, regret, that necessi
7he administration is doing- its pla
luty. To ask that favoritism be shoi
vould be the reverse of neutrality. B
hose of us who believe that the best
crests of civilization would be served
vhatever contributes to German failur
nust find jt impossible to greet the no

tecessary as it admittedly is, with
tearty cheer."

Wntervflh* (Me.) Sentinel t "T
Jnited States speaks as the chai
>ion of nations not involved In the w;
t makes it plain that violation of t
rrinciples of international law is not
-e tolerated because resorted to by one b
igerent in retaliation for lawless a<
:ommitted by another belligerent. T
mblished outline of the voluminous n<
s sufficiently ample to show that t
lommunicatlon will rank high amo
itate papers. It Is In entire acoordar
VIbU IUC iJXJTJl. ItOUIUUIU) Ui. JXIllXZl iU

liplomacy."
Baltimore American: "Great Brita

ias Indulged in no murderous wo
but she has destroyed millions

lollars of American property. This Is t
gravest charge the United States c
>ring against her, but it is a mighty se
>us charge, one that may endanger t
riendshlp of the two gTeat English-spea
rig nations."

If British government through diplomatic
ed channels."
:ss Secretary I^ansing. moreover, denies
n- in this connection that the charges,
ed such as pilotage, wharfage, unloading
to costs, etc., against a detained vessel must
>m be paid by the claimants, and adds
he that the United States is "loth to be-

UHHirniTm avt itAmi
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cy Philadelphia Public Loflicpr: "No
'it abler presentation of the American side
a- of the blockade controversy could be

desired than that which Mr. Lansing
'makes in his not.e to Sir Edward <"»rey.

l,s T!i>- Secretary of State speaks plainly.
i!l* i Imii there is nothing unfriendly in his
111 tone. li is highly gratifying that we

:havc a Secretary of State who can put
the American case so clearly. If the

lo two countries cannot come to an agrc
'I'- merit, it can he settled by arbitration.

To that both governments must be
n" willing to assent."

The Buffalo Exprens: "There has
rv been too much tendency among Amor-

icans to narrow the war into a British-
'e' 'il' rman quarrel instead of grasping
? its full significances a. world-contest
in two opposing civilizations."

\lhmiv i \. t. i Knickerbocker Press:
lo. "The President, must know, of course,
a I that no government would be likely to
ed repudiate his own judicial process by
'11 withdrawing: litigation still in the
,0 course of adjudication. The Hague,
id {'therefore, to which (Treat Britain has

alneady offered to let this dispute be,
d. j in the end, referred, nftist be the goal
}° of the American contention,
he
r- Albany (\. A*.) Arpun "The lnovitr-able effect shown of their wholesale

j violation in stealing what belongs to

our merchants for the be?ieflt of "Rrit®ish merchants, take a case that is in*controvert iblc. The absurdity of the

j1" tiling appeals in the simple fact that.

^ (while interfering with the shipment of
American goods to neutral countries

li( Grea t Britain herself is trading with
a L the same countries in the same kind of
, goods in great I v increasing volume."
he

ningbamtoii Hepiiblirnii-IIernld: "The
President has the country back of him
in this, as lie had it hack of him in his

no controversy with t'ermany. To subf'1mit to further delay would be futile,
p weak and belie tiie terms of the note

!* * * It is time to end England's pi®sI ratical course. She must swallow the
a dose Germany had to swallow or be
r" called to account. If the President

^ does not do it the Congress will."

eff Troy (\. V.) Itepo.r't "Our governatj^hentappca.rs to have been patient tin

h.der the imposition which has followed
as the British order in council of March
1)f! 11. While it has sought to refrain from
it acts which might embarrass the Eonn_don government, it is determined to

je uphold the right of our deep-sea tradaiJf,rs. Secretary Lansing's protest is digsjinifled and forceful."
;,t Cincinnati Aolksblatt: "The note of
rn the ['resident to England complaining
do j about the violation of our neutral

rights is unassailable in fact, law and

sf0 logic, but deserves the reproach of
bt coinin'g too late."
^

p Cincinnati Krelc I'toxmp: "President

£ Wilson's note to Great Britain is not
',! likely to cause apprehension in Downeystreet. it insists, of course, that

lW' the American government cannot sublimitto further disregard of internan_tional law, but nothing contained in

«f) the note suggests that further viola
' : v.,r * Rrit_

e(j mm ui rnci icrin iiriiio »'.» v.. ...... ......

s_ ain would be considered an unfriendly
act.alone so readily adopted in our

diplomatic intercourse with Berlin."

so Toledo Times: "However the linal
al American note to Great Britain may
c?d strike the American public in general,
he its stem terms is certain to meet with
al the approval of the preparedness prop

kagandists. Xo doubt they will see in
de it an impetus to their plans. While
r- there is nothing unfriendly in the note,
:id it speaks out plainly on the point that

the United States will no longer toleresate any interference with our shipping
lt" on the part of any nation. * Certainly
rh the country cannot speak too plainly
,js with moderation. Britain gained her
r»d power by insisting on such a stand as

en the United States has taken."

'Uj Cincinnati Commercial Tribune: "Sec!lt*retary Ban sing's note to Great Britain
^ protesting against further interference
s With the trade of this and other neutral

j countries is a plain and straightforiteward statement of a series of truths
ce which should have been accentuated
as when the first improper seizure of a

on! neutral -ship was made. The adminisof'tration has slumbered just one year
r- too long on this important Issue."

hp! Tflc Cleveland Leader: "The most
0£ vital point of the note sent to the Brit!iah government is its blunt assertion

of the purpose of the United States to
* continue to champion the rights of neu;tral nations against infringement by
jany or all of the belligerent powers of

° Uurope. What was sauce for the Ger'
man goose is to be sauce for the Britnish gander. No country is to be per1mitted to brush aside the rights of

n-j Americans under international law and
no the precedents established by ad:c5_vanced nations, including the United
he Kingdom, because such rights and
>e_ privileges interefere with the naval or

^. military convenience or necessities of
on warring states. If the administration
,rs gives the fullest effect to its positive
>s'_ statement of its views and intentions

;i crisis may easily develop between the
United States and Great Britain and
France."

t's Louisville Herald: "Secretary Lantosing lias addressed a strong and ematphatic note to the g-overnment of Great
ir- Britain which, as to the facts, appears
ne! to be incontrovertible; as to the law
all and practice unimpeachable; and,

as to the date of its presentation, too
re late."

Louisville Courier-Journal: "Tt willn-v be interesting; to note the attitude of
e.n other neutral* governments toward the*,ci emphatic position taken by this, the
'e~ greatest neutral nation, which is the
re last word in championship of neutral

rights, and which ought to satisfy the
^ nation's critics against any charge of

bias in dealing with belligerent counnh*.trieS"
n<l St. Louis Westllehe-Post: "We highly
iw ly commend the assertion of American
of rights and principles as contained in
cd the note, but we ask why American
}!- commerce had to suffer almost a whole

year before the administration saw fit
to launch a vigorous protest against

ve the arbitrary measures employed bya~ Great Britain and her allies to the det' s~riment of American prestige? And even
c©; now we do not find anything in the.ok note to reassure us that the governmenthe of the United States is ready to efhefectiveiy safeguard American rights
o- and interests."

l[() St. liOul.H Globe-Democrat: "Secre;r_tary Lansing's belated note to Great
x_ Britain is an assertion of this country'splain rights, supported by conIcrcte Instances of their willful violatel ion, and containing definite and conItelusive refutation of the various prooftexts Great Britain has set up in jusn-tification of its lawless course. The
nfr plea of necessity cannot be raised with
Lts Prood grace by Great Britain in light of
ls_ its relations with the United Statesv'n during the civil war."

Pittsburgh Gazette-Times: "The
#

American note to Great Britain isn* dear and unqualified in Its rejection° of the British contentions, and in that
respect win commanfl cordial support

Y* in the United States. Nevertheless,L1*' when you get through with it there
still rema'ns the old question, 'what!ut is our government going to do aboutin- itr ..

by
'es Pittsburgh Dispatch: "The note is
te, / an exhaustive presentation of the legal
a points against the British blockade. It

places the American protest against
the lawless actions of Great Britain

"e on record. But that it will have any11 effect in causing the British govern*r-iment to alter its high-hantled course
l'c is unlikely."to
el- Pittsburgh Post: "The tone of the
'ts note is rather that of a submission of
'he evidence which in itself demands a
>te change of policy on the part of Great
he Britain. The implication of the asngscrtion that the demands cannot with
ice complacence be suffered to continue is
an that any action necessary will be taken

to support our position. Britain must
respect our rights."Lin

>rk Indianapolis Star: "In scope and
of comprehensiveness the note leaves Utiletie or nothing to be desired; for «panparently the whole range of British
he able, and even offensive. Taken in con,k-I nection with the full acceptance Germanyhas made of almost every AmeriL

lieve that such ungenerous treatme:
will continue to be accorded Americr
citizens." Any waivers of indemni
exacted from American citizens "und
such conditions of duress," it is <1
clared, cannot preclude them from su

sequently obtaining redress throuf
diplomatic channels.

rwsm
can contention, this note puts up to t
British government n very sharply d
fined choice between radical 'amen
ment of its course and a conscio
defiance of the United States."
Snn \nfonio (Tex.) Fxpres*: "T

note is only what the people of the Unit
States have l>een expecting:, it is a. rail

of satisfaction that the issue is put.
squarely before Great Britain. The co

tinned violation of law of nations is i

defensible, and firm insistence on t

rights of a neutral, when there can

no question of the justice of the positk
cannot be disregarded."
Killings i Mont.) (inxrite: "The t

strictions which Ungland is imposing
our commerce are becoming daily mc

drastic and intolerable, and the situa.fi
justifies far more emphatic representatio
than are made."
Fresno (Cal.) Republican: "It is

he regretted that the note in which tl
government 'unhesitatingly assumes' t

jtask of championing neutral rights w

itself so hesitatingly issued. These c

mands should have been made long at
and they should have been made with
[concert of neutral nations and the i

pervert titreat or an emoargo ua-in.

them."
Lcnintown fMont.) Dcioorpat-Xfw

"The note to (treat Britain demonstrat
that the United States is not playing a

favorite in the war."
I.miNton (Idaho) Tribune: "The nc

ought to have an important value in
forming and in reconciling domestic opi
ion concerning controversies growing c

of the war,
Great Falls (Mont.) Tribune: "It

difficult to see how (treat Britain c

logically defend her action as being
accordance with international law.'
.Albuquerque ( M.) Journal: "T

administration's note to England
strongly phrased and convincing as

fact and logic."
Pueblo (Col.) Chieftain: "It is

plain, straightforward, unfalterii
declaration of the rights of peace!
commerce and industry, rt must w

approval among men of all nations w
desire peace and deplore war."

Ceadville (Col.) Ilerjild-Demoerj
"With the world at war, the Unit
States, endeavoring to preserve some
the shreds of international law, h
forcibly brought home to England t
offensiveness of the British policy."
Colorado Spring** (Col.) Gnueti

"Washington has every legal and moi

right on its side. The United Stat
finally obtained its rights from G<
many and must do likewise in the pr<
[cut controversy with England."

Charlotte Observer: "Great Brita
will not be permitted to pursue a p<
icy of expediency, but will be held
the rules which it applied to the Unit
States when this country had a w

problem on Its hands. It is a note th
is calculated to give Great Britain pau;
pause."
Ashvtlle (N. C.) Citizen: "The no

while not unduly aggressive, is c(
tainly firm enough in tone to convin
the British government that the Unit
States has reached a point where p
tience ceases to be a virtue."

Knoxville Journal and Tribune: "T
British authorities may have suppos
they were pulling the wool over som

*5pj COUNT EM- ^Lj/y4
flEjjw SOME BEAUTY ^jL "5

\^| jB

The hign&

family, ti
'**. / .,.

Ifs sad, but cl
pastime for £C
a most econor
beneficial. It i

to the teeth, s
thirst -quenchii

Write w WRIGLEY'S
1234 Keener Bldg
Chicago, III., for
44Mother Goose "
book in colors.

/ ttsg,
/cia

/ * HKli*

/
i«"<JET

nt body's eyes, and vainly imagined they
in were deceiving others; but the Presitydent strips the alleged embargo of its
er gauzy garments, exposes its nakedness
e- and its pretense and hypocrisy."
l\" San Antonio (Tfx.l Kxpresm "The
* 1 note causes satisfaction 1n that the

issue is put squarely before Great Bri^tain. The continued violation of the law
1 of nations is indefensible."

) Savannah Morning IS'fwat "The note
to. Great Britain should silence those
w*ho have Insinuated that our governmentwould not speak as flrmlv in defenseof its rights and those of its citizensto Great Britain as to Germany,

he It is new evidence of the unbiased
ie- neutrality of the United States, our
d- country is looking to the long future,
us not altogether to the immediate lulure; to the good of the world in
|ie general."

Vtipmta Mia.) « hronicict "It has
s,x come r: last, strong, definite, uticouifi°promising note from the United States
'n~ on Great Britain's illegal interference
n~ with American trade. * * * It .s to
he hoped that the Washington admin-]istration intends to back it up t<» tne
,n» point of refusing to let Great Britain

buy war muniions in this country any
e_ longer if the latter persists in her re-
on fusal to recognize the United States'
,re neutral rights on the high seas."
on J tialvfRton (Tei.) Tribune. "Ameri-ns cans rati find no fault with the note

to Great Britain as to its fairness, jus-
tire of its demands or its earnestness.

Ms Also it leaves pro-German enthusiasts
jlc no 'grounds on which to accuse the adasministration of partiality or pro-Britle_ish sentiment. It stands for American
r0t rights based on established principles' ^ of international law."
"e- Indianapolis* (Ind.) »wss "The argtiofment of the American Secretary of

State in all the uncontrovcrted points
r(tJ seems to us entirely convincing. Mr.

T.nneinf molfwe it "Im-

ny artin^ f°r ourselves alone and that we
are not inspired merely by commercial
motives. The note reflects honor on

>te the, administration and on the nation."
Philadelphia Kvcninp nulletln: "The

t note is moderate in tone, hot lacks
nothing in force because of that. It
is definite and strong:. It does not

is threaten and contains no hint of war,
an but in voicing: the sentiment and pur-1
hi pose of the administration it speaks]

ajso the public opinion of the country
he and without uttering the word carries]is warning that there is a limit to pa-jto tience and tolerance."

Bridgeport (Conn.) Standard: "Presiadent Wilson's note to England is logingcal. clear, correct and firm. He has the
ul law and the facts with him and his
in statement of both is straightforward
ho and plain. It does not mean war and

is not intended to stir up needless
animosity, hut it 'means business' all

: the same."ed
of Torrlngton (Conn.) Register: "It nulaslifies every claim of the hyphenateslie that the attitude of the American governmentis not neutral. The arguments

are valid and it is difficult to under.*stand how the British diplomats can reesfute them."
-r~ Xew York Evening World: "The
;S~ note to (ireat Britain is as plain as the

king's English can make it. Yet it conlintains no unfriendly or unreasonable
word. * * The British blockade of

to German ports goes to pieces before the
facts. * * The British government

ar will find it difficult to pick holes in
at this firm, consistent representation
ge from a friendlj' nation. Nor can we

believe that British good sense, to say
nothing of British friendship and good

te, will, will dictate other than a satisfac?r-tory reply."
Buffalo Times: "The reply of the

a_ United States is a strong, temperately
stated and wholly comprehensive declarationof the rights of our country as

he a neutral nation.a warning that indeedfensible practices of belligerents affect-
ie- ing our shipping must cease, and an
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admonition agralnst continuance of
blockade methods inadmissible under
international law. It is a vigorous, :t

masterly state papers."
London Monti.) Dhti "StsndlniT

by itself, the not" is .1 magnificent production.As a factor in the fabric of
Americanism during the great war
shall be analyzed M tl:e historians, its
value will depend wholly on whether
its principles are v. oven into our future
national acts or having ben spoken
arc straightway shelved.
Baltimore New*: "This government

'insists;' it 'will net submit to;' the
alleged blockade is "i neffe.t ive, illegal
and indefensible These are very positiveexpressions, not warranted in the
exchanges between tw sovereign nationse\V« jd in the case of absolutely
establish-d crirvanc^ K<-nu t t>> them
tells en jinat i«i dy lo-\v mu<h ami how
unjust ilia bly we have hern made to
suffer by linclind's high-handed
course."
JackKoiix Itle < I In.» MotropoilN: " Vbout

the o n \ itioisn; that -an j-.- made of
the note is teat it should b iw- been
sent to hoiulon i arl;« i. lY'-sdert Wilsonitas mars.abd the facts againstEngland unc nipromisingly. It cannotbe conceived that she will not
listen "

Tampa < Fin.) Daily Tlmrm "Its
passion: na f . a n>:i >), ?, -mina
tiori to uphold the richis of this country
undoubtedly voices the sentiments of
true Ani'TKMii in a n boo, ami woman
hood."
Mnoon i«.n.» New*: "The note is

simply i positive notice to Great Brit
ain that a continuance of its outrages
on American shipping interests will no

i-i.t HH-'I.lUil, 11 AVCMlia tiaVO
been sheer r«»wardie.> to further submit
to Great Britain ?tent transgressionof international law as it affects
our rights."
Pittsburgh * brotilelo-TcIegrnph: "The

Auier:< anot*- laeks teeth. The British,like oth<rs, are apt to conclude
that our bark is worse than our bite.
Nothing will bo trn n » -1 by giving John
Bull one ol' our regular eorreppondenc*coursesin ixit 1 t:«iti .nI law."
Pittsburgh leader: "Tin- latest note

to the British government uses some
plain words, and i' they are backed up
by plain a< -tion future belligerents maybe deprived of tin* dangerous doctrine
that in time of war everything belongs
to the ti'gliiers ami peaceful nations
have no r.eht toll v
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